
COMMISSION 

-5 AM 9:51 
1 BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION GOMMISSION 
2 
3 in the Matter of ) 
4 :) DISMISSAL AND 
5 MUR 6682 ) CASE CLOSURE UNDER THE 
6 Rufiis Holt Craig, Jr. > ENFORCEMENT PRIORITY 
7 ) SiYStEM. 
8 ) 
9 

10 G E N l ! ^ ^ 

^ 11 Under the Ehforcenient Priority Systetii, the ComiiiissiOn uses fbritial scjoring criteria as a \ ̂  . • . . . 
|s. 12 basis to allocate its resources and decide which matters to pursue. These criteria ihclude without 
SJ. 

13 limitation an assessment of the following factors: (I) the gravity of the alleged violation, taking 
SJ ' . 
XJ 14 into accbuiit both the type of activity anid the ambiunt iii Violation; (2) the apparent impact the 
0 
^ 1S alleged violation may have had on the electbfal procesis; (3) the cbmplexity of th& legal issues 
HI 

16 raised in the matter; and (4) recent trends in potential violations of the Federal Election 

17 Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act-^i and developments of the law. It is the 

18 Cbmimission's policy that pursuing relatively low-rated matters on: the Enforcement docket 

19 warrants the exercise bf its prosecutoriat discretion to dismiss cases under certain circumstances. 

20 The Office of General Counsel has determiiied that MUR 66:82 should iibt be referred to 

21 the Alternative Dispute Resolution Office. Also, for the reasonjs set forth below, the Office of 

22 General Counsel recommends that the Cominission exercise its prosecutorial discretion to 

23 dismiss MUR 6682.' 

24 In this matter, the Complainant, Bryan Grant Jeansonne, alleges that Î ufus. Hplt Qraig, .Jr>-

25 failed to include a "paid for" disclaimer on his yard signs distributed thFoughout Louisiana's 6th 

' The EPS rating information is as follows: . Complaint Filed: October 31,2012. Response 
Filed: December 26,2012. 
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1 Congressional district.̂  According to the Complaint, '̂ campaign material̂ r' must state ^̂who paid 

2 for such materials," and that Craig*s "failure" to include that information, appears to be a 

3 violation of the Act and Commission regulatibns. Compl. at 1. The Complaint iflcludes a 

4 photograph of what appears to be a Craig yard sign. Which inplydesi tfee text "RUFUS GRAiCj, 

5 CONGRESS, VOTERUFUSCRAIG;COM,'- but does not include a diselainier stating who paid 

6 for and authorized the sign. Id. at 2. 

^ 7 In response, Craig acknowledges: that he "failed to place the 'appropriate -paid, for-. 
Kl 

8 language on [his] yard signs," and states that "it was not an -intentionall act,"' but .rather the: resutt 
ST 

p 9 of his "failure to famiiliarize :[himself| with the regulatibns. for politieai cainp Resp; 
tf\ 

Hi 10 at 1. Craig did not iregistCr With the Commission as a federal candidate and did tiot file- a 

11 Statement of Organization or any disclosure reports diirinjg the 2012 election cycle* 

12 Whenever any person "makes a disbursettieht fbr the puipbse of financing 

13 communications expressly advocating the electibn or defeat of a clearly identified candidate;,'' he 

14 or she must affix an.:appropriate disclaimer to the Cbmihunication. 2 tJ\S..C. § 44 ld(a); see also 

^ Craig was an unsuccessful candidate on: the Louisiana ballot for the 201.2 general electiom He wais ilso an 
unsuccessful candidate for the same congressional disti-idt in 2004. The.2004 coihmittee was administratively 
terminated, on May 19,2006. 

^ Although Craig's response does not allude to his campaign, wejbsltei his websfite displayed on the yard sign, 
http://www:;VOtei-ufuscraig.cdm/. hears the dis.elaini.cr; "Paid for" by Ru.fiis tjf. Craig'-̂ lisfst visited Febniaiy 1.4,. 20̂ 3). 
Thie webs.ifi$ d9es;not;reyeal the.e}d3.tence:of a poiliticai, committee, .biit;dQesigive::p.otehtial40noî  the opportunity to 
contribute to (̂ g's- cahdidacy'thrbuî  a Imk. 

^ A news article dated Nbvember 2y 2012, available through Craig's websitis,: statcS: that "he raisied .mQre than 
$4;600 initially" for the 2012 election, and y/as "getting: signs" and "workinggrass'^roots cainpajghs ....v. 
h'ttp://w\wi«':v̂ ^ 
visited February 14̂  2013). Ais noted, Mr/Craig did.not file a Statement of Candiddcy pursuaM 2 U.SlC; 
§ 432(e:), and there is insufficient in foirmation to-determine whether Craig was a candidate under 2 tJ.S.C. § 431(2) 
and required to form a political committee by filing;a Statement of Organization, as required under 2 U;S'.̂ . 43.3(a). 
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1. 11 C.F.R. § 1.10.11 (a);.' Yard: signs are a.form of communication that reqiiires. a disclaimef. In 

2 this matter, the Respondent's signs include an individuar s name; *-CDongress," and 

3 "VOTERUFUSCRAIG," which is part of the webpage iistifig; Thu§, the yari signs would 

4 expressly advbcate for the election of a federal candidaitCj if Ru£us 'Craig, were a federal 

5 candidate. See 11 C.F.R. § 100.22(a). It is not clears however, that Rufiis Craig satisfied the 

^ 6 Act's definition of "candidate" because we cannot be certain hie received oyer $5,000: in 

^ 7 contributions or made over $5,000 in expenditures. 
Kl 

^ 8 Ili assessing the potential magnitude of the activity at issue, the Office bf General 
^ . • 

9 Couiisel notes that since Craig may not have exceeded the $5,000' filing tlireshold for either 
Kl 

1Q contributions or expenditures, the amount of funds he may have used tb create and dislribute the 

11 yard, signs Ayas likely minimal. Mbrebver, members of the puBliC who vieAved the -yard signs 

12 were unlikely to have been, misled as to who paid for the signs,: given that thê  signs show the 

13 candidate's website, which in turn bears the disclaimer, "Paid fbr by Rufus= H. Craig." See m 3. 

14 Based on the facts presented, the response, and publicly available information̂  it does not 

15 appear that Craig was a candidate under the Act Further̂  because of the low aniounts presented 

16 in the Complaint, we rdo nbt believe further Cbininisisibn. resources are warranted to determiiiLe 

17 with certainty whether Craig: was a candidate fcr federal office. Therefore,, the Office: of General 

18 Counsel recommends that the Cbmmission dismiss this matter pursuant to its prosecutorî  

19 discretion under Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821 (1985). Additionally, the Office: of General 

^ All public communications made by a political committee and those that expresisly advocate the election of 
a clearly identified federal candidate, require disclaimers. 11 C.F.R, § 110,l l:(a)(l'),. Yard signs are not specifically 
mentioned in this definition of public cdmniunication at 11 .C'F.R,:§:§ 100.26 or U0.11(a},.b̂ ^̂ ^̂  
in "wy other form of ĝ hieral public pofiitical advertisiî !' referenced infection 106.26. this coiftlusioniis: 
supported by the Comihissibnils spedifi&refereiice to "sî .s" ih a listing of pFinted-pubiic comnaunicatiOnsiiii 
u C.F;R. § iio.ii(c)(2)̂ i). 
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Counsel recommends reminding the candidate to include the: appropriate disclaimers as required 

by 2 U.S.C. § 44id(a) and 11 C.F.R. :§ 11:0.11(a), 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Dismiss MUR 6682, pursuant to the Commission's prosecutorial discretion; 

2. Remind Rufus Holt Craig, Jr;, of the disclaimer provisions contained in 2. U.5.C. 
§ 44Ld(a) and 11 C.F.R. §. 1 lO-llXa); 

3. Approve the attached Factual & Legal Analysis and the appropriate letter; and 

4. Clbse the file. 

Aritiibny Herman 
Gentef ai Qounsel 

Date 
BY; 

Deputy General Counsel 

JeffS^i^ 
Supjlĵ ;̂ ^ 
Cb;mp(ain̂^̂^̂^̂^ 
& Legal Administration 


